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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments, regarding tine newly recited claim language, filed 6/23/10 
have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

2. The applicant has asserts that prior art Arnold fails to teach that the source is 
coupled to the surface. The examiner disagrees. As noted in the previous rejection, 
Arnold discloses that is also possible for a source to be resting on a hard, sound- 
reflecting surface and radiating hemisphehcal waves. The examiner asserts that if a 
source is resting on a hard, sound-reflecting surface, it is coupled. The applicants 
discloses of the coupling means 

"Such means may e.g. be suction means or magnets. Suction means will effectively 

increase the force by means with which the device sticl<s to the table (enhancing its 
apparent weight), while magnets will enhance its apparent weight when put on a steel 
surface. Both may be present". 

So the examiner interprets coupling as just being attached or connected to in some way 
and the examiner asserts that Arnold reads on that language. 
The applicant further asserts that Arnold fails to disclose whether what is being 
measure is the sound eliminating from the source itself or the combined source and the 
surface. The examiner disagrees. Arnold asserts that it is the volume from the source 
that is being measured and additionally teaches of what the difference in sound 
pressure is in free space compared to if the source is resting on a hard surface (column 
7, lines 30- 61). 

The examiner is modifying the rejection only due to the newly recited claim language. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth In section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the phor art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
Invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1,4-8,10-12,14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Klayman (US 5,784,468) in view of Taylor (US 4,778,027) in further 
view of Arnold et al. (US 6,154,549). 

Regarding claim 1 , Klayman discloses a device having a first and a second sound- 
generating means (Figures 1 and 2; speaker assemblies 100 and 140), and an input for 
a stereo signal (Figure 1; column 4, lines 29-40) comprising left and right sound signals 
(Figures 1 and 2), and wherein the device has an interconnected first and second part 
comprising the first and second sound generating means (Figures 1 and 2; each 
speaker assembly includes a first and second sound generating means) , respectively, 
and wherein the device has means for sending a first signal which is a composite of the 
left and right sound signals, to the first sound- generating means of the first part), and a 
second signal, which is a different composite of the left and right sound signals, to the 
second sound-generating means of the second part (Figures 1 and 2; column 4, lines 
44-49-63). 
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Klayman teaches of coupling sound waves (Figures 1-4). Klayman fails to teach of 
coupling sound waves generated by the first sound-generating means into a surface 
when placed upon said surface. Taylor teaches of coupling sound waves generated by 
a first sound-generating means into a surface when placed upon said surface (Figures 8 
and 9; column 3, lines 60-column 4, line 20; column 4, line 61- column 5, line 2). It 
would have been obvious to modify Klayman so that the first sound generating means 
couples sound waves into a surface when placed upon said surface for the benefit of 
providing a better "feel" of the sound or music to the user. 

Klayman as modified fails to disclose wherein responsive to the co-vibrating of the first 
sound-generating means and the surface, a sound volume produced by said first part 
and said surface at a distance of one meter from said first part is increased by at least 6 
dB as compared to the same part when used in air and not coupled to the surface. 
Arnold discloses a sound volume produced by said first part and said surface at a 
distance of one meter from said first part is increased by at least 6 dB as compared to 
the same part when used in air and not coupled to the surface (column 7, lines 30- 61 ; 
Arnold teaches that is also possible for a source to be resting on a hard, sound- 
reflecting surface and radiating hemispherical waves. Under those conditions, the sound 
intensity level L.sub.l and the sound pressure L.sub.p at a distance of one meter are 8 
dB less than the sound power level, once again diminishing by 6 dB each time the 
distance is doubled. In actual practice, few sound sources radiate sound equally in all 
directions, and there are often reflecting surfaces nearby that destroy the symmetry of 
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the spherical or hemispherical waves and that it is the volume from the source that is 
being measured and additionally teaches of what the difference in sound pressure is in 
free space compared to if the source is resting on a hard surface ). 

Based on Arnold's teaching, the examiner asserts that it is a matter of design choice as 
to how device is positioned and thus the sound volume that will be produced. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to modify Klayman so that the sound volume is 
produced as claimed for the benefit of producing a specific desired output. 

Regarding claim 6, Klayman as modified discloses wherein the first part comprises a 
coupling means (Klayman, Figures 1 and 2). 

Regarding claim 4, the examiner asserts that using orthogonal signals for driving sound 
generating means in a sound system is well known in the art. It would have been 
obvious to modify Klayman as modified so that the means for sending are arranged in 
such a way that the signals are orthogonal signals so that a better sound field can be 
created. 

Regarding claim 5, Klayman as modified discloses wherein the means for sending are 
arranged in such a way that the first signal comprises a difference signal of left and right 
stereo signals and the second signal comprises a sum signal of the left and right stereo 
signals (See Klayman as applied above to the rejection of claim 1).. 
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Regarding claims 7-8, Klayman as modified teaclies of tlie speal<ers mounted in a 
speal^er assembly (Klayman, Figures 1 and 2) . The various coupling techniques of a 
suction element, a magnet and reversible coupling means are all well known in the art. 
To use one type of coupling means over another is just a matter of substitution. It would 
have been obvious to modify Klayman as modified so that the coupling means is a 
suction element, a magnet or reversible coupling for the benefit or using an alternative 
method of coupling. 

Regarding claim 10, the examiner takes official notice that piezoelectric speakers are 
well known in the art. It would have been obvious to modify Klayman as modified so 
that the speakers are piezoelectric type speakers for the benefit of having a speaker 
system more resistant to overload. 

All elements of claims 1 1 ,12,17,18,20 are comprehended by the rejection of claims 1 ,4 
and 5 (The examiner asserts that the L+R signal reads on the dominant language and 
the L-R signal reads on the residual language; See Klayman Figure 2). 
Regarding claim 16, the examiner asserts that a sound generating means that is 
positioned on a swivel is well known in the art. It would have been obvious to modify 
Klayman as modified to have a sound generating means positioned on a swivel for the 
benefit of providing flexibility. 

All elements of claims 14 and 15 are comprehended by the rejection of claim 1 . 
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Regarding claim 19, the examiner asserts tliat reverse coupling is well known in the art. 
It would have been obvious to modify Klayman as modified to use reversible coupling 
for the benefit of having flexible coupling. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DEVONA E. FAULK whose telephone number is 
(571)272-7515. The examiner can normally be reached on 8 am - 5 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivian Chin can be reached on 571-272-7848. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Devona E. Faulk/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 261 4\ 



